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Measures.
• Collaboration. Collaboration model and communication and coordination 
difficulty were assessed using Likert scales. Grantees were asked for their level 
and type of collaboration with each public school district in their geographic 
service area and the difficulty of collaboration.
• Vulnerable Children and Families. Iowa vulnerable family estimates were 
generated using ACS data in three steps. First, the ratio of families at or below 
185% of the federal poverty level in counties was computed relative to the total 
number of families within respective counties. Next, the ratio of families at or 
below 185% of the federal poverty level in the state of Iowa was computed 
relative to the total number of families within the state of Iowa. The relative ratio 
of family poverty in Iowa was generated by computing the quotient of the within 
county ratios by Iowa state ratios.
Analyses. All analyses were conducted using Microsoft Excel and Rstudio
• Frequencies of collaboration characteristics were conducted using Excel
• Thematic map was generated using base maps package in Rstudio. 
Dataset. Data used in the present study were drawn from the 2018 Head Start 
Needs Assessment Survey administered annually by the Head Start State 
Collaboration Office to 18 Head Start grantees. Information is collected on 
topics such as the level of collaboration between grantees and Local Education 
Agencies, child care, child welfare, and family literacy services. To supplement 
the survey, data drawn from 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates Table S1702  was employed.
Background. 
Persistent achievement gaps for low-income children, stemming from preschool 
age, call attention to the need for quality early childhood experiences. 
Established in 1965 during Lyndon B. Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” Head Start is 
a federally funded preschool program that provides comprehensive services 
including education, health, and social support for low-income families. Evidence 
suggests that children enrolled in Head Start display considerable gains in 
academic skills while in the program (Deming, 2009; Miller, Farkas, Vandell, & 
Duncan, 2014; Miller, Farkas, & Duncan, 2016). In Iowa, 18 HS grantees serve 
approximately 6,500 preschoolers across 92 counties. With recent increases in 
state-funded universal preschool, however, we need to better understand how 
HS programs in Iowa collaborate with schools to best serve children.
Purpose:
The present study investigated whether the most vulnerable children in Iowa are 
served by Head Start and the extent to which Head Start centers collaborate with 
public schools to support transitions and shared programming during the 
preschool years. Three Primary Research Aims guided this study:
1. Identify Iowa counties in which disproportionate numbers of children and 
families are considered vulnerable.
2. Summarize the collaboration efforts between Iowa Head Start grantees and 
local education agencies.
3. Identify opportunities to expand collaboration and communication to improve 
preschool coordination and transitions between preschool and kindergarten.
Summary of Key Findings:
• HS Grantees reported having no collaboration with 68% of Iowa school districts. 
• Of those HS Grantees that have communication and coordination with Iowa 
school districts, 70% reported it being “not at all difficult”.
• HS Grantees reported having no transition policies and procedures with 62% 
Iowa school districts.
• 11 of 18 HS Grantees reported that Adverse Childhood Experiences impact a lot 
of families they serve.
Implications and Future Research:
• Opportunities for improving statewide collaboration among critical partners in 
provision of high-quality early childhood services.
• Examine how collaborations relate to school readiness outcomes to further 
inform quality improvement opportunities
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Figure 1. Families below 185% Federal Poverty Level by County
Acknowledgements: This work was supported by Tom Rendon, Head Start State Collaboration office Coordinator for Iowa Department of Education; Quentin Riser and Maya Bartel, ISU Graduate Students in HDFS; and Dr. Heather Rouse, ISU Assistant Professor in HDFS and faculty supervisor for the project.
No 
Collaboration, 
229, 68%Funnel, 
10, 3%
Flip the 
Switch, 
31, 9%
Full 
Infusion, 
39, 12%
Other 
Model, 
8, 3%
No 
Answer, 
18, 5%
Figure 2. School District 
Collaboration Model
n = 355
Selected References
• Deming, D. (2009). Early childhood intervention and life-cycle skill 
development: Evidence from Head Start. American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics, 1(3):111–134. doi: 10.1257/app.1.3.111
• Miller, E. B., Farkas, G., & Duncan, G. J. (2016). Does Head Start differentially 
benefit children with risks targeted by the program's service model?. Early 
Childhood Research Quarterly, 34, 1-12. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.08.001
• Miller, E. B., Farkas, G., Vandell, D. L., & Duncan, G. J. (2014). Do the effects 
of head start vary by parental preacademic stimulation?. Child 
Development, 85(4), 1385-1400. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12233
• Head Start State Collaboration Office. (2018). 2018 Head Start State Needs 
Assessment. Unpublished report and dataset. 
• .S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2017 American Community 
Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table S1702; American 
FactFinder; http://factfinder.census.gov
Extremely 
Difficult, 6, 
5%
Difficult, 
3, 3%
Somewhat 
Difficult, 24, 
22%Not at 
all 
Difficult, 
78, 70%
Figure 3. School District 
Communication and 
Coordination Difficulty Level 
n=111
Extremely 
Difficult, 5, 
1% Difficult, 6, 
2%
Somewhat 
Difficult, 21, 
7%
Not at all Difficult, 88, 
28%
Not 
Doing, 
195, 
62%
Figure 5. School District Transition Policy 
and Procedures Difficulty Level           
n=315
39 33
5
115
14
39
21
2
129
15
37
31
1
117
18
0
20
40
60
80
100
120
140
Co
mp
reh
en
siv
e M
OU
MO
U b
ut 
no
t c
om
pre
he
ns
ive
In 
De
ve
lop
me
nt
No
 M
OU
No
 An
sw
erN
um
be
r o
f S
ch
oo
l D
is
tr
ic
ts
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